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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is responsive to the communication filed January 10, 2008. 
Claims 11-13 have been canceled, and claims 14 and 15 have been added. Therefore, 
claims 14-15 are pending in this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

3. Claim 14 recites the limitation "adding the document" in line 24 of the claim. 
However, it is unclear as to what document is added to the search results candidates 
holding module. The claim previously recites comparing a number of documents in the 
holding module and a predetermined requested number if it is judged that the restriction 
condition is satisfied, and then adding “the document” as one of the conditions of the 
comparisons. However, there is no previous mention of any individual selection of a 
document. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claim 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Simske et al. (US 2004/0064447 A1 , filing date 9/27/2002) (‘Simske’) in view of 
Sekiguchi et al. (‘Sekiguchi’) (US 2002/0019819 Al , filing date 6/22/2001). 

With respect to claim 14, Simske teaches: 

inputting a search inquiry character train into a first block (paragraph 38); 
forming a summary word list including a plurality of words to be searched based 
on both the search inquiry character train inputted through the inputting step and data 
having been stored in advance in a database provided within a second block (Figure 
3B, paragraph 40); 

further inputting a restricting condition for narrowing down search targets for the 
plurality of words to be searched, the restricting condition being selected from a group 
consisting including an existence of an indispensable word, and an existence of a taboo 
word (paragraphs 40, 59, 81 and 89); 

receiving and holding a plurality of documents respectively having similarity with 
the summary word list formed at the forming step (paragraphs 80 and 118, Figure 7); 

judging whether or not the restricting condition is satisfied for each document of a 
plurality of documents respectively including at least one of the plurality of words having 
been searched within the further inputting step (paragraphs 40, 72, 81 and 89-95); 
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judging that the restriction condition is satisfied (paragraphs 40, 72, 81 and 89- 
95); 

calculating a similarity score for each document (paragraphs 80 and 135); and 
outputting the documents in a descending order of similarity score as the search 
result (step 712 in Figure 7, paragraph 135). 

Simske teaches that a user may input a query, and in response to the user’s 
input, a synonymic search query may be generated. He teaches that the synonymic 
search query may comprise the input query and at least one synonymic query, and that 
Boolean operands may be used to construct such a query (paragraph 40). The 
synonymic search query represents a summary word list, as it includes words based on 
the search inquiry (input query) and data from a database (synonymic query). 

Simske teaches that Boolean expressions may be used to construct queries; 
more specifically he discloses that AND operators may be used (paragraph 72). 
Therefore, all words joined by the AND operator are considered indispensable words 
because they must all be present in search results. He further teaches that synonyms 
are not found for proper names, meaning that actual proper name (indispensable word) 
must appear in the synonymic search query (word list). For example, in paragraphs 89- 
95, the indispensable word is “Stanford”. 

In the case where words joined by the AND operator represent the restricting 
condition, all words satisfy the restricting condition. In the case where the proper 
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names represent the restricting condition, all queries generated include the proper 
name, thus all words also satisfy the restricting condition in that case. 

Simske does not teach storing documents in a search result candidate holding 
module; comparing a number of documents stored in the search result candidates 
holding module and a predetermined requested number if it is judged that the restriction 
condition is satisfied; in case that a number of documents in the search result 
candidates holding module number is determined to be smaller than the predetermined 
requested number N through a comparison at the comparing step, adding the document 
to the search result candidates holding module; otherwise, calculating similarity score 
for the document, and comparing a similarity score with the smallest similarity of 
documents among the documents in the search result candidates holding module; in 
case the similarity score is larger than the smallest similarity, adding the document to 
the search result candidates holding module; and outputting the documents added to 
the search result candidates holding module in a descending order of the similarity 
score as the search results. 

Sekiguchi teaches an information search system (see abstract), in which he 
teaches: 

storing documents in a search result candidate holding module (paragraph 138 



lines 1-8); 




Application/Control Number: 10/790,062 
Art Unit: 2164 



Page 6 



comparing a number of documents stored in the search result candidates holding 
module and a predetermined requested number (paragraph 138 lines 1-14) if it is 
judged that the restriction condition is satisfied (paragraph 137); 

in case that a number of documents in the search result candidates holding 
module number is determined to be smaller than the predetermined requested number 
N through a comparison at the comparing step, adding the document to the search 
result candidates holding module (paragraph 138 lines 1-8); 

otherwise, calculating similarity score for the document, and comparing a 
similarity score with the smallest similarity of documents among the documents in the 
search result candidates holding module (paragraph 138 lines 8-14); 

in case the similarity score is larger than the smallest similarity, adding the 
document to the search result candidates holding module (paragraph 138 lines 18-24); 
and 

outputting the documents added to the search result candidates holding module 
in a descending order of the similarity score as the search results (paragraph 145). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Simske by the teaching of Sekiguchi because 
storing documents in a search result candidate holding module; comparing a number of 
documents stored in the search result candidates holding module and a predetermined 
requested number if it is judged that the restriction condition is satisfied; in case that a 
number of documents in the search result candidates holding module number is 
determined to be smaller than the predetermined requested number N through a 
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comparison at the comparing step, adding the document to the search result candidates 
holding module; otherwise, calculating similarity score for the document, and comparing 
a similarity score with the smallest similarity of documents among the documents in the 
search result candidates holding module; in case the similarity score is larger than the 
smallest similarity, adding the document to the search result candidates holding module; 
and outputting the documents added to the search result candidates holding module in 
a descending order of the similarity score as the search results would enable 
information on a search object to be obtained even when the user cannot specify a 
suitable keyword (Sekiguchi, paragraph 6). 



With respect to claim 15, Simske teaches: 

inputting a search inquiry character train into a first block (paragraph 38); 

forming a summary word list including a plurality of words to be searched based 
on both the search inquiry character train inputted through the inputting step and data 
having been stored in advance in a database provided within a second block (Figure 
3B, paragraph 40); 

further inputting a restricting condition for narrowing down search targets for the 
plurality of words to be searched, the restricting condition being selected from a group 
consisting including an existence of an indispensable word, and an existence of a taboo 
word (paragraphs 40, 59, 81 and 89); 

receiving and holding a plurality of documents respectively having similarity with 
the summary word list formed at the forming step (paragraphs 80 and 118, Figure 7); 
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calculating similarity score for each document of the plurality of documents 
respectively having similarity with the summary word list formed at the forming step 
(paragraphs 80 and 135); 

judging whether or not the restricting condition is satisfied for each document 
(paragraphs 40, 72, 81 and 89-95); 

in case the document satisfies the restricting condition, adding the document to 
the search result candidates (paragraphs 79 and 80); and 

outputting the documents in a descending order of similarity score as the search 
result (step 712 in Figure 7, paragraph 135). 

Simske does not teach comparing a number of documents in the search result 
candidates holding module and a predetermined requested number; in case that a 
number of documents in the search result candidates module is larger than or equal to 
the requested number, further comparing the similarity score of the document with the 
smallest similarity of documents among the documents in the search result candidates 
holding module; in case that a number of documents in the search result candidates 
module is determined to be smaller than the requested number or the similarity score of 
the document is larger than the smallest similarity of the candidates through a 
comparison at the further comparing step, judging whether or not the restricting 
condition is satisfied for each of the documents for which similarity score was calculated 
in the similarity score calculating step; in case the document satisfies the restricting 
condition, adding the document to the search result candidates holding module; and 
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outputting the documents added to the search result candidates holding means in a 
descending order of the similarity score as the search results. 

Sekiguchi teaches an information search system (see abstract), in which he 
teaches: 

comparing a number of documents in the search result candidates holding 
module and a predetermined requested number; in case that a number of documents in 
the search result candidates module is larger than or equal to the requested number, 
further comparing the similarity score of the document with the smallest similarity of 
documents among the documents in the search result candidates holding module 
(paragraph 138 lines 8-24); 

in case that a number of documents in the search result candidates module is 
determined to be smaller than the requested number or the similarity score of the 
document is larger than the smallest similarity of the candidates through a comparison 
at the further comparing step, judging whether or not the restricting condition is satisfied 
for each of the documents for which similarity score was calculated in the similarity 
score calculating step (paragraph 137, paragraph 138 lines 1-8); 

in case the document satisfies the restricting condition, adding the document to 
the search result candidates holding module (paragraph 138 lines 1-8); and 

outputting the documents added to the search result candidates holding means 
in a descending order of the similarity score as the search results (paragraph 145). 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have modified Simske by the teaching of Sekiguchi because 
the combination would enable information on a search object to be obtained even when 
the user cannot specify a suitable keyword (Sekiguchi, paragraph 6). 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 14 and 15 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alicia M. Lewis whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5599. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9 - 6:30, alternate 
Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on 571-272-4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Alicia Lewis 
April 21, 2008 

/Charles Rones/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2164 




